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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-15 and 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Tabor et al (US Patent No. 6,989,065 B2). 

Regarding claims 1, 10, 12 and 19, Tabor et al ('065) teach the claimed process for 
making a hollow reinforced urethane product (RFT support) (pipe section) having an inner layer, 
an outer layer and a reinforcing layer, said process including, providing a woven (braided) 
reinforcing material having a cylindrical shape, placing said reinforcing material into a mold, 
injecting a urethane elastomeric material into said mold, forcing said urethane elastomeric 
material through said reinforcement and curing said urethane elastomeric material to form said 
hollow reinforced urethane product (RFT support) (see col. 2, line 65 through col. 3, line 10 and 
col. 5, lines 50-55). 

In regard to claims 2-3 and 13, Tabor et al ('065) teach a carbon fiber, woven 
reinforcement sheet (see col. 8, lines 40-45 and col. 9, lines 40-45). 
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Specifically regarding claims 4-5 and 17-18, Tabor et al (*065) teach applying a sizing 
compound to said reinforcement prior to placing said reinforcement in said mold (see col. 9, 
lines 23-37). 

Regarding claims 7-8 and 14-15, Tabor et al ('065) teach both injection molding 
(positive pressure) (see col. 4, lines 1-10) and rotational molding (see col. 16, lines 7-43). It is 
noted that the axis of rotation Tabor et al ('065) is horizontal when viewed at 90°. 

In regard to claim 9 and further regarding claim 15, Tabor et al ('065) teach thermal 
curing, hence it is submitted that Tabor et al ('065) teach an external heat source (see col. 5, 
lines 60-64). 

Specifically regarding claims 20-21, Tabor et al ('065) teach wrapping said 
reinforcement about a mandrel and applying a sizing solution (see col. 8, lines 56-57 and col. 9, 
lines 7-47). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 6 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tabor et 
al (US Patent No. 6,989,065 B2). 

Tabor et al ( c 065) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 
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Regarding claims 6 and 22, although Tabor et ah ('065) teach an adhesive, sizing 
solution, Tabor et ah ('065) do not teach an epoxy. However, the use of epoxy as an adhesive is 
well known. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art provide an 
epoxy adhesive as a sizing solution in the process of Tabor et ah ('065) because of known 
advantages such as high shelf life, well known characteristics, cost and also because Tabor et ah 
('065) teach an adhesive, sizing solution, hence suggesting an epoxy. 

5. Claims 11 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tabor 
et ah (US Patent No. 6,989,065 B2) in view of Rossi (US Patent No. 4,562,031). 

Tabor et ah ('065) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 16, although Tabor et ah ('065) teach a urethane product, Tabor 
et ah ('065) do not teach a durometer hardness of 70-A and 70-D. Rossi ('031) teaches that a 
urethane product for tires has a durometer of 90-A to 50-D (see col. 2, lines 63-66). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to form a urethane product for tires 
having a durometer of 90-A to 50-D as taught by Rossi ('031) using the process of Tabor et ah 
('065) because, Rossi ('031) specifically teaches that a urethane product for tires has a durometer 
of 90-A to 50-D in order to function as described, hence providing for an improved product and 
also because, both references teach similar materials and end-products, hence it is submitted that 
similar material properties are required for the end-products of Tabor et ah ('065) and Rossi 
('031). 
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6. Claims 1-10, 12-15 and 17-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rusche (US Patent No. 6,716,384 B2) in view of Tabor et al (US Patent No. 6,989,065 
B2). 

Rusche ('384) teaches the claimed rotational molding process for making a hollow 
urethane product (pipe section) including, injecting a urethane elastomeric material into said 
mold, rotating said mold and curing said urethane material to form said hollow urethane product 
(see col. 4, lines 60-66). 

Regarding claims 1, 10, 12 and 19, Rusche ('384) does not teach reinforcement. Tabor et 
al ('065) teach a process for making a hollow reinforced urethane product (RFT support) (pipe 
section) having an inner layer, an outer layer and a reinforcing layer, said process including, 
providing a woven (braided) reinforcing material having a cylindrical shape, placing said 
reinforcing material into a mold, injecting a urethane elastomeric material into said mold, forcing 
said urethane elastomeric material through said reinforcement and curing said urethane 
elastomeric material to form said hollow reinforced urethane product (RFT support) (see col. 2, 
line 65 through col. 3, line 10 and col. 5, lines 50-55).Therefore, it would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided the reinforcement of Tabor et al ('065) in the 
process of Rusche ('384) because of known advantages that a reinforcement provides such as 
increased mechanical and chemical properties, hence providing for an improved product. It is 
noted that Rusche ('384) teach forming a hollow product having a plurality of layers (see col. 6, 
lines 38-48), hence it is submitted that said hollow product includes an inner layer and an outer 
layer. 
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In regard to claims 2-3 and 13, Tabor et al ('065) teach a carbon fiber, woven 
reinforcement sheet (see col. 8, lines 40-45 and col. 9, lines 40-45). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided the woven, carbon fiber 
reinforcement of Tabor et al ('065) in the process of Rusche ('384) because of known 
advantages that a reinforcement provides such as increased mechanical and chemical properties, 
hence providing for an improved product. 

Specifically regarding claims 4-5 and 17-18, Tabor et al ('065) teach applying a sizing 
compound to said reinforcement prior to placing said reinforcement in said mold (see col. 9, 
lines 23-37). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
provided the reinforcement of Tabor et al ( c 065) in the process of Rusche ('384) because of 
known advantages that a reinforcement provides such as increased mechanical and chemical 
properties, hence providing for an improved product. 

Regarding claims 7-8 and 14-15, Rusche ('384) teaches rotational molding, whereas 
Tabor et al ('065) teach injection molding (positive pressure) (see col. 4, lines 1-10) and 
rotational molding (see col. 16, lines 7-43) as equivalent alternatives (see col. 5, lines 15-35). It 
is noted that the axis of rotation Tabor et al ('065) is horizontal when viewed at 90°. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use an injection molding process 
as taught by Tabor et al ('065) as an equivalent alternative to the rotational molding process of 
Rusche ('384) because, Tabor et al ('065) specifically teach injection molding (positive 
pressure) (see col. 4, lines 1-10) and rotational molding (see col. 16, lines 7-43) as equivalent 
alternatives (see col. 5, lines 15-35). 
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In regard to claim 9 and further regarding claim 15, Tabor et al ('065) teach thermal 
curing, hence it is submitted that Tabor et al ('065) teach an external heat source (see col. 5, 
lines 60-64). 

Specifically regarding claims 20-21, Tabor et al ('065) teach wrapping said 
reinforcement about a mandrel and applying a sizing solution (see col. 8, lines 56-57 and col. 9, 
lines 7-47). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
provided the reinforcement of Tabor et al ('065) in the process of Rusche ('384) because of 
known advantages that a reinforcement provides such as increased mechanical and chemical 
properties, hence providing for an improved product. 

Regarding claims 6 and 22, although Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) teach 
an adhesive, sizing solution, Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) do not teach an epoxy. 
However, the use of epoxy as an adhesive is well known. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
for one of ordinary skill in the art provide an epoxy adhesive as a sizing solution in the process 
of Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) because of known advantages such as high shelf 
life, well known characteristics, cost and also because Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al 
('065) teach an adhesive, sizing solution, hence suggesting an epoxy. 

7. Claims 1 1 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rusche 
(US Patent No. 6,716,384 B2) in view of Tabor et al (US Patent No. 6,989,065 B2) and in 
further view of Rossi (US Patent No. 4,562,031). 

Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) teach the basic claimed process as described 

above. 
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Regarding claims 1 1 and 16, although Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) teach 
a urethane product, Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) do not teach a durometer 
hardness of 70-A and 70-D. Rossi ('031) teaches that a urethane product for tires has a 
durometer of 90-A to 50-D (see col. 2, lines 63-66). Therefore, it would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art to form a urethane product for tires having a durometer of 90-A to 
50-D as taught by Rossi ('031) using the process of Rusche ('384) in view of Tabor et al ('065) 
because, Rossi ('031) specifically teaches that a urethane product for tires has a durometer of 90- 
A to 50-D in order to function as described, hence providing for an improved product and also 
because, both Tabor et al ('065) and Rossi ('031) teach similar materials and end-products, 
hence it is submitted that similar material properties are required for the end-products of Tabor et 
al ('065) and Rossi ('031). 



Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefan Staicovici, Ph.D. whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1208. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael P. Colaianni, can be reached on (571) 272-1 196. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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